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In her paper, Balog presents a dilemma for those interested in working out the connection 
between the concept PHENOMENALITY and the concept COGNITIVE 
ACCESSIBILITY—or, as she sometimes says, between phenomenal concepts and at 
least one functional concept. Either there is a connection between the (types of) concepts, 
or there is not. If there is not, Balog argues, it will be impossible for us to empirically 
determine the metaphysical connection between what is phenomenal and what is 
accessible. And if there is, we seem committed to an implausible view (analytic 
functionalism) according to which “phenomenal concepts are analyzable in functional 
terms” (p. 8). 
 
My main worry about this paper is that it’s not actually very clear what exactly it aims to 
achieve, and this in turn makes it difficult to determine whether Balog in fact succeeds in 
achieving it.  
 
The paper is quite explicitly presented and structured as a dilemma, yet it isn’t obvious to 
me that Balog’s real goal is to pose a dilemma for those interested in the relationship 
between phenomenal and functional concepts. This is because Balog is quick to point out 
that taking the second horn of this so-called dilemma does not in fact commit us to the 
implausible analytic functionalist view it initially seems to. Here is the (quick) argument: 
to say that there is a connection between phenomenal concepts and a functional concept 
(the concept ACCESSIBLE) isn’t to say that phenomenal concepts are fully analyzable in 
functional terms or that our phenomenal concepts are “analytically equivalent to 
functional concepts” (p8) as analytic functionalists claim. This seems right. To say that 
there is a connection between the concept RED and the concept COLORED isn’t to say 
the concept RED is analytically equivalent to the concept COLORED. Neither does the 
existence of a connection between the concepts mean that we’ve identified an analytically 
sufficient condition for being red: being colored is clearly not sufficient for being red. So 
the existence of a connection between the concepts PHENOMENAL and ACCESSIBLE 
will not entail that the two concepts are analytically equivalent nor that accessibility is 
sufficient for phenomenality. Balog suggests instead that the concepts might be 
(analytically) connected because accessibility might be necessary for phenomenality—
just like being colored seems necessary for being red.   
 
The upshot of this part of Balog’s argument is that the existence of a conceptual 
connection between PHENOMENAL and ACCESSIBILITY does not in fact commit us 
to analytic functionalism. And if it doesn’t, then it isn’t clear that what she presents us 
with is actually a dilemma at all. Indeed, at the end of Balog’s discussion of the second 
horn, it’s not clear why anyone should want to avoid it. Now it may be that people who 
theorize about the relationship between phenomenal and functional concepts will in fact 
want to avoid the second horn for reasons not mentioned in the paper. Those interested in 
theorizing about the relation between phenomenal and functional concepts typically have 
ulterior motives. Many of them believe they can use phenomenal concepts to diffuse anti-



physicalist arguments (such as the Explanatory Gap argument), and they may assume that 
their strategy can only work if phenomenal concepts are entirely conceptually isolated 
from any functional concept, including the concept ACCESSIBILITY.  
 
If that’s right, then Balog’s argument may be seen as a dilemma for proponents of this 
type of phenomenal concept strategy. But I’m not actually convinced this is really 
Balog’s target. That’s because it’s not clear to me that proponents of this strategy do (or 
need to) assume that phenomenal concepts must be entirely conceptually isolated from 
any functional concept. Proponents of this strategy try to make the case that that the 
existence of, e.g., an Explanatory Gap can be fully explained by various features of our 
phenomenal concepts, including the ways in which they are connected to other 
(especially functional) concepts. It is because phenomenal concepts have these various 
features that we will find any cognitive functional explanation of phenomenality 
unsatisfying—and not because phenomenality itself is by nature non-functional. But even 
if we take Balog’s second horn and accept that phenomenal concepts are conceptually 
connected to the concept ACCESSIBLE in some way, it doesn’t follow that cognitive 
functional explanations of phenomenality should now be satisfying. Some proponents of 
the strategy (Balog included) claim that what really allows phenomenal concepts to 
diffuse anti-physicalist arguments is the fact that they quote (or in some way are 
constituted by) their very referents. The fact that these quotational concepts may also be 
connected to the concept ACCESSIBLE does not make them any less quotational, and so 
this connection need not prevent these concepts from doing the work their proponents 
want them to do. Again, this is because, as Balog herself emphasizes, the conceptual 
connection in question is not conceptual equivalence (certainly a phenomenal concept 
strategist will want to deny analytic functionalism).  
 
 
This might suggest that Balog’s goal is not really to present a dilemma for phenomenal 
concept theorists generally, but to present a dilemma for a subset of these theorists, 
namely those who (like Block) believe that there is no connection between 
PHENOMENAL and ACCESSIBLE and yet believe that the metaphysical relation 
between phenomenality and accessibility is empirically tractable. This would make the 
scope of the paper quite a bit narrower than it first seems. And it doesn’t quite explain, I 
think, the rest of Balog’s discussion of the second “horn.”  
 
Here, then, is what I think is really happening in this paper (and, of course, I might be 
wrong!). It seems to me that Balog is really arguing against the widespread assumption 
that there is no conceptual connection between phenomenality and any concept of 
cognitive access or accessibility. She does this, first, by showing that rejecting this 
assumption does not in fact commit us to a widely implausible view (analytic 
functionalism); second, by showing that we actually have some independent reason to 
reject this assumption; and finally, by pointing out that rejecting the assumption will put 
the sciences of consciousness “in a better place” at the very least by ensuring that they 
don’t waste their time trying to find something that can’t be found (phenomenality 
without accessibility).    
 



I’ve mentioned the first of these points already: Balog is very clear that the existence of a 
connection between phenomenal concepts and the concept ACCESSIBLE does not entail 
the truth of analytic functionalism. And as I’ve said, I think she’s right about this.  
 
But her discussion of the second horn goes one step further; Balog seems to provide some 
support for the view that the concepts might be connected (somewhat in the way that 
RED and COLORED are). At the very least she makes the view seem plausible when she 
points out that it seems difficult to make sense of a state that is phenomenal yet not 
accessible (Balog says there is a “paradoxical air to trying to conceive” of such a state.) It 
does matter, of course, that Balog is considering the connection between the concepts 
PHENOMENAL and ACCESSIBLE and not the connection between PHENOMENAL 
and the concept (actually) ACCESSED. There is nothing paradoxical about a state that is 
phenomenal but not currently (or actually) accessed. But it is really hard to make sense of 
a state that is phenomenal—that feels like something to the organism that is undergoing 
it—but that could not become accessed by the organism even “with the proper direction 
of attention” (p. 2). In any case, the fact that it does seem quite hard to understand what it 
means for a state to be phenomenal but not accessible gives us some reason to question 
the assumption that there is no connection whatsoever between the concepts. 
It would quite interesting to hear more from Balog about this connection: are 
PHENOMENAL and ACCESSIBLE supposed to be connected in roughly the way that 
the concepts RED and COLORED are? Notice, though, that there isn’t merely “a 
paradoxical air” to trying to conceive of an object that is red but not colored. It seems 
simply impossible. What then is the criterion for determining whether the difficulties we 
encounter when trying to conceive of something should lead us to conclude that the 
relevant concepts are connected in some interesting (necessary) way?  
 
Finally, Balog ends the paper by suggesting that the sciences of phenomenal 
consciousness might be better off rejecting the assumption that there is no conceptual 
connection between PHENOMENAL and ACCESSIBLE. This goes back to her 
discussion of the “dilemma’s” first horn—about which I’ve said nothing so far. She 
argues, roughly, that to assume, as Block has, that there is no conceptual connection 
between PHENOMENAL and ACCESSIBLE is to send the sciences of consciousness on 
a bit of a wild goose chase.  
 
I have to say that I’m not entirely sure what to think of Balog’s argument about the 
prospects for a science of consciousness. Though most of the paper is devoted to a 
discussion of this first horn, the argument itself goes by rather quickly. The idea seems to 
be that if our concept PHENOMENAL is wholly distinct from the concept 
ACCESSIBILITY, then we will committed to the view that phenomenality has no causal 
profile. Balog says that in such cases: “It is hard to see how appeal to the 
physical/functional properties + the phenomenality of [a representation] r can be 
explanatorily superior to a mere appeal to is physical/functional properties. The reason 
for this has to do with the directness and non-functional nature of phenomenal concepts” 
(p. 6). Interestingly, Balog seems to move from the assumption that the concepts 
PHENOMENAL and ACCESSIBLE are wholly conceptually distinct to the assumption 
that the concept PHENOMENAL is wholly conceptually distinct from any functional 



concept (in the quote above, she appeals to the non-functional nature of phenomenal 
concepts). The move doesn’t seem obviously warranted: there are functional concepts 
over and beyond the concept ACCESSIBLE (or concepts of cognitive access). Now it 
may be that the people who assume that there is no conceptual connection between 
PHENOMENAL and ACCESSIBLE will also assume that there is no conceptual 
connection between phenomenal concepts and any functional concept, but it would be 
worth making that clear. And this suggests, once more, that it’s not obvious what Balog is 
trying to do: she may not really be arguing against the assumption (made by Block) that 
there is no connection between the concepts PHENOMENAL and ACCESSIBLE—her 
real target may be the more general assumption that there is no connection between the 
concept PHENOMENAL and any functional concept.  
 


